INTRODUCTION
A new emphasis on privatization is rippling through many fields of state policy in various countries. The restructuring of tax policy to foster a more privatized social and economic order is often overlooked as an example of this pattern. Focusing on Canada, this article argues that recent efforts to revise important facets of the income tax system are best understood through the lens of privatization. That is, Canadian tax policy increasingly discourages people from relying upon government programs or services to meet their basic welfare needs, but encourages them to rely instead upon private resources obtained through the market, or, if necessary, from family or charity. I argue that by promoting personal responsibility in this manner, the tax code is contributing to an erosion of the ideal of social citizenship and replacing it with a new model of market citizenship. While the reforms may offer immediate fiscal benefits to some, the overall effect will heighten social inequalities, with specific effects on gender inequality.
Part II of the article expands on the concepts of privatization and market citizenship and considers their broad implications for social equality. Though privatization is often associated with deregulation and the withdrawal of the state, I suggest that it is better seen as a new regulatory project in which the state's role has merely shifted away from redistribution toward the legitimization and enforcement of market outcomes. Fiscal reform is a key element of this project, not only because of its role in allocating and distributing resources, but also because of its normative power. Changes to the tax law are actively reconstituting the ideal subject of politics around a norm of market citizenship. I compare the concept of social citizenship associated with the welfare state to the new market citizenship of neoliberalism, in terms of their respective understandings of inequality and of gender relations. Just as feminists have exposed the gendered nature of social citizenship, they are beginning to discern how the gender order is being reconstituted within market citizenship. Drawing on this literature, I explain why the privatization of tax policies may exacerbate gendered inequalities.
The last two decades offer many examples of reforming Canadian tax law to encourage self-reliance. These reforms include greater tax incentives to save privately for retirement 1 and post-secondary education, 2 or to donate personal wealth to charities, which increasingly are assuming responsibility for social services. 3 The tax system also has been used to convert formerly universal transfers such as the family allowance into means-tested programs that attempt to create incentives for wage earning. 4 Part III of the article focuses on two current tax policy debates in Canada: the trend toward personal income tax cuts and the campaign for tax recognition of unpaid caregiving work. I argue that each of these developments demonstrates how tax policy is being deployed to promote the norms and practices of market citizenship. My case studies parallel the two private sectors that are meant to supply most of the resources for personal self-reliance: the market and the family. I analyze both areas of tax policy change in terms of their effect on gendered patterns of social inequality, including their likely impact on the distribution of income and on women in their capacities as market actors, unpaid caregivers, and welfare state clients. Together they illuminate the contradictory pressures placed on women to increase their market incomes while simultaneously absorbing more unpaid caregiving responsibilities in the family household. These initiatives demonstrate how tax policy is redistributing the costs of caring for people away from those who fare best in the market-including some women-to those who fare poorly.
II FROM SOCIAL CITIZENS TO MARKET CITIZENS: PRIVATIZATION AND TAX POLICY
The central theme of this article is that recent tax reforms in Canada are promoting private responsibility for human welfare, signaling a shift away from the solidaristic ideals of social citizenship toward a more individualistic model of market citizenship. The term social citizenship can be traced to British sociologist T.H. Marshall, who divided modern citizenship conceptually into three elements: civil, political, and social, with the last developing only in the twentieth century. 5 Marshall argued that the civil and political rights that emerged in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries could not be exercised in any practical sense by the vast majority of people until social rights were also extended.
6 By social rights he meant "the right to a modicum of economic welfare and security . . . [and] the right to share to the full in the social heritage and to live the life of a civilized being according to the standards prevailing in the society."
7 He associated these rights especially with public education and social services. 8 Marshall identified the introduction of progressive taxes as one of the major factors enabling the rise of social rights because it helped to reduce inequality; this reduction encouraged a political struggle to reduce it even further.
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What emerged from these struggles was a new conception of social rights as universal and integral to the status of citizenship, as opposed to the stigmatizing poorrelief measures of the nineteenth century. Though economic inequalities would by no means disappear, the expansion of in-kind benefits and subsidies could confine their significance largely to non-essential forms of consumption. The objective, as Marshall put it, was to ensure a level of universal programs such that "[t]he provided service, not the purchased service, becomes the norm of social welfare."
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The egalitarian ideals of social citizenship, in turn, provided the normative basis for an increasingly robust state funded by progressive taxation. Marshall drew an important connection between citizens' enjoyment of social rights and their acceptance of a duty to pay such taxes.
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With the rise of the Keynesian welfare state, tax policy gained a prominent status as one of the most powerful levers available to government in its new role as active regulator of the market economy. Redistributive taxation and spending policies came to be seen as both equitable and efficient. Ensuring a basic standard of living to all citizens not only was considered fair, but it supported mass demand for consumer goods and therefore served the purpose of moderating market recessions.
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The degree of actual progress toward equality under different welfare states should not be exaggerated. Certainly, Canadian social services were among the least ample of all welfare states, never attaining a level of universality or comprehensiveness comparable to the Scandinavian or West European models. 13 It is nevertheless true that social citizenship operated as an ideal against which programs could be evaluated and justified. The provision of a basic social safety net to protect against arbitrary market forces became closely identified with what it meant to be a citizen of Canada.
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The notion of universal social citizenship opened up new space for marginalized groups, including women, to make claims for full inclusion in political and economic affairs.
15
Organized women's groups gained recognition as legitimate participants in policy formation and lobbied successfully for state funding and initiatives to promote women's equality. In Canada, this recognition included the appointment of a Royal Commission on the Status of Women to recommend steps "to ensure for women equal opportunities with men in all aspects of Canadian society . . . ."
16 Notably, this initiative was almost simultaneous with the Report of the Royal Commission on Taxation (the "Carter Commission"), which still represents the high water mark of egalitarian, redistributive tax policymaking in Canadian history. 17 Thus, the flourishing of social citizenship was associated both with a progressive tax system that could improve equity across economic strata and with fuller equality rights for women. The institutions of the welfare state became a crucial source of relatively good jobs for women, as well as a source of public assistance for women and their children in need.
Despite these advances, however, feminist scholars have criticized welfare states for creating a gendered and unequal form of social citizenship.
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For women, the scope for achieving substantive equality was ultimately constrained by the implicit gender order underpinning welfare states, which is based on the ideal of a family wage sufficient to allow a male breadwinner to support a wife whose primary role would be the provision of caregiving labor at home. Taxation and other public policies were designed with this normative family in mind, despite the fact that in real life it described only a narrow group of relatively privileged, heterosexual, mostly white families. 19 As a consequence, the distribution of entitlements tended to follow a highly gendered pattern. The most generous and least stigmatized programs typically have been wage replacement measures, such as unemployment insurance and retirement pensions, available mostly to men because they are conditioned upon substantial labor market participation. Women, more often have obtained social benefits via their status as dependents or mothers, or through minimal welfare programs for those entitled to nothing else. Therefore, despite advancing women's equality interests in a variety of ways, welfare states also reinforced a gendered division of labour that limited women's access to paid work and their ability to survive economically without a male partner.
When Marshall wrote about the rise of social rights, he acknowledged the inherent limitations and tensions in a system that attempts to combine the principle of social justice with the logic of the market. 20 To the extent that the liberal welfare state did subordinate the market to the demands of social welfare, however, the rise of neoliberalism can be seen as an inversion of this process. The central theme of the neoliberal challenge to the welfare state is that market forces are to be preferred over state regulation as a means of allocating resources and distributing income and wealth. The primacy of markets is asserted not only as efficient and morally just, but as an absolute necessity for nations to thrive in an increasingly global economy. Neoliberalism calls upon governments to relinquish regulatory control over production, trade, and investment, both domestically and across international borders, and to transfer as many state assets and functions as possible to private actors.
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It also advocates restructuring government so that remaining state operations will emulate private enterprise more closely.
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Just as the state's role is reimagined, so are the terms of citizenship, to emphasize individual self-reliance, competition, and consumer choice. The ideal citizen of neoliberal discourse is responsible to secure his or her own welfare through market activity, family resources, and, if necessary, charity, resorting to government assistance only in the most desperate circumstances. 23 Public services once associated with universal social rights are increasingly restricted, means-tested, and made more closely conditional upon efforts to engage in paid labour. The egalitarian vision of social citizenship, still incompletely realized, is being displaced by a norm of market citizenship in which inequalities are attributed to individual merit or failures, and social rights are displaced by economic rights to private property and free markets.
The turn to neoliberalism has dramatic implications for tax policy. Like other regulatory levers of the welfare state, the use of taxation to stabilize the economy and redistribute market income has begun to attract suspicion. Such economic activism is now derided as inefficient as well as unfair to successful market actors. The decline of social citizenship has eroded the normative basis for progressive taxation, just as the globalization of markets has eroded its economic basis. Gary Teeple offers the following explanation:
As long as capital remained distinctly national, it had an interest in allowing a part of its revenue to be collected as taxes for the purposes of maintaining the national state, or more precisely, the general conditions of production. When capital began to lose its character as a national existence, it began to find fewer advantages in contributing tax revenues to the "nation". . . . Their enormous size, economic power, and increased mobility have allowed companies to reduce taxation by playing nations off against nations. 24 Efforts to coordinate tax systems internationally to prevent avoidance have been minimal and largely unsuccessful. 25 The consequent downward shifting of the tax burden to lower and middle income workers, combined with the declining social services provided by the state, contributes to a generalized hostility to taxation and a sense that public services must be too costly or governments too wasteful.
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As discussed infra, 27 this dynamic is evident in the level of political pressure currently being applied in Canada and elsewhere for personal income tax cuts.
However, it would be a mistake to equate privatization simply with deregulation or the withdrawal of the state. This study of tax reform confirms that the state is by no means withering away, but that its power is being redirected from social provisioning to the task of coercing and cajoling citizens into a new market order. Tax law must be viewed in this light, as a key instrument for creating and regulating a social order premised on private self-reliance. The examples discussed in the next part of this article show how the tax system continues to be busily employed by government policymakers to influence behaviour, both by diverting resources to favoured activities and by cultivating norms about the appropriate role of the state and the meaning of good citizenship.
A critical dimension of this neoliberal regulatory project is to invent a gender order that will cohere with the privatization of responsibility for social welfare. As Nancy Fraser has pointed out, the old gender order, based on the assumption of a sole breadwinner family, has dissolved, but the neoliberal state remains deeply confused about what model of gender relations should now inform public policy. 30 One of the striking features of neoliberalism is its official gender neutrality, in that it imposes the rigours of the market on women as well as men without regard to women's caregiving roles or unequal access to paid work. Perhaps the most powerful illustration is the extension of workfare requirements to mothers on social assistance. 31 However, there is a burgeoning feminist literature demonstrating that the ostensible gender blindness of neoliberal market discipline merely obscures the highly gendered effects of privatizing responsibility for social welfare.
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Calling upon citizens to support themselves via the market or the family demands that women intensify both their paid labour-to support household incomes in a less secure labor market-and their unpaid care work-to offset the retraction of health care and other social services. Moreover, women are placed in this tightening double bind at precisely the same moment that governments are defunding a range of equality-enhancing initiatives, such as child care services, employment equity programs, and women's advocacy groups. The apparent efficiencies of neoliberal policies are thus achieved in part by burying more of the costs of maintaining people in a longer (paid and unpaid) workday for women. The discourse of market citizenship presumes that everyone has access to private resources, ignoring the conditions of class, race, gender, and other dimensions of inequality "that determine when, how and which people can exercise In these ways, neoliberal restructuring both intensifies and denies the problem of gendered social inequalities. To the extent that such inequalities are acknowledged, they are attributed to the outcomes of private ordering and thereby constructed as natural and nonpolitical. 34 The tax reforms considered infra illuminate the contradictory and vulnerable position of women in the market model of citizenship. Designing tax policies to promote private self-reliance places specific and often competing pressures on women in their various roles as market actors and unpaid caregivers. Although these policies offer immediate fiscal benefits to some individual women, they ultimately call upon women to absorb more of the costs of social welfare. And, as these costs are shifted onto women, they are also redistributed from those women who fare well in the market to those who do not. The two areas of tax reform examined in the balance of this article will have more benign effects on women with access to higher incomes, either through the market or the family, than on low wage earning women and women who rely more heavily on social programs.
III TWO STORIES OF PRIVATIZING TAX REFORM A. Income Tax Cuts: Liberating the Market Citizen
Governments in Canada and elsewhere are presently under intense pressure to cut taxes and especially to reduce the level of personal income tax-the most progressive element of the Canadian tax system and by far the biggest revenue raiser. 35 Other levies, such as sales taxes and property taxes, are not geared to ability to pay and tend to be regressive because they take a larger proportion of lower incomes than of higher incomes. The personal income tax is really the only component of the Canadian tax system that gives it significant redistributive potential. Thus, the attack on progressive income taxes can be understood as a direct challenge to the redistributive role of the liberal state.
The case for tax cuts is based loosely on a combination of supply-side economics and libertarian politics. It is presented as a means to spur economic growth by increasing private consumption and investment and by preventing an alleged "brain drain" of talented (meaning high income) Canadians to the But there is also a distinct moral and political tone to the argument. Tax cut advocates talk about ending government oppression of taxpayers and allowing individuals to retain more of their hard-earned income.
The campaign to reduce progressive income taxes is privatizing in that it seeks to bolster the role of market forces and individual choice in shaping the social and economic order. This is not because governments are starving themselves of revenue, at least not yet. However, the concern is that income tax cuts will alter the distribution of the overall tax burden to be less progressive. In addition, their normative impact cannot be discounted. The discourse of tax cutting constructs market income as individually earned and deserved, making the state's claim on that income presumptively illegitimate or at least suspect. People are portrayed as better off meeting their own needs privately, by keeping and spending more of their market income, than by having public services and programs made available to them. The effect is to depoliticize inequality of access to income, goods, and services in the private sphere of the market. This section will particularly investigate the possible gendered effects of tax cuts given women's lesser access to market incomes and greater provision of unpaid caregiving labour.
Personal income taxes can be reduced in a variety of different ways, with different impacts. At the heart of the Canadian income tax system is the progressive rate structure established by the federal Income Tax Act ("ITA").
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The marginal rates applicable to individuals from 1993 to 1999 were as follows: 38 On income up to $29,590 17%
On income from $29,590 to 59,180 26%
On income exceeding $59,180 29%
It should be noted that the 17% rate takes effect only after a taxpayer has earned more than the threshold amount eligible for the basic personal credit granted by the ITA, effectively creating a zero rate bracket at the bottom of the rate structure. 39 In addition, the marginal rate is affected by surtaxes, which are levied as a percentage of federal tax payable. 40 The two most obvious methods of delivering a general income tax cut would be to reduce one or more of the percentage rates or to increase the size of the brackets so that the higher rates apply to a smaller proportion of a taxpayer's income. In either case, the distributive impact would depend on which brackets or rates were altered, and by how much. In this regard, Revenue Canada data indicate that more than half of those filing tax returns in 1996 had incomes under $30,000. 41 Further, Table 1 indicates that women taxpayers are overrepresented among those earning up to $20,000, all of whom fall into the lowest federal rate bracket, while men are over-represented among those with incomes over $20,000. In all income groups, whether under or over $20,000, women's average income is lower than men's (Table 2 ). Rate reductions targeted to those in either the middle (twenty-six percent) or the upper (twenty-nine percent) brackets will therefore benefit only a minority of taxpayers, most of whom are men. This is true both in terms of the number of male versus female taxpayers in these brackets, and in terms of the quantum of the tax cut enjoyed by men versus women in the two upper brackets. When viewed against this demographic background, the tax reduction plans announced by the federal government betray a considerable class and gender bias.
The 2000 federal budget proposed to reduce the twenty-six percent middle rate to twenty-four percent as of July 1, 2000, and to twenty-three percent within five years. 42 Though ostensibly a tax cut for ordinary, middle-class Canadians, this change provides virtually no benefit to those earning less than $30,000, who comprise the majority of taxpayers and are primarily women. Likewise, the government's decision to index the income brackets fully to inflation and to increase the thresholds to at least $35,000 and $70,000, respectively, within five years will provide no immediate tax savings to those earning less than the current threshold of $29,590. Such individuals may eventually benefit from the expansion of the lowest bracket, but only if they receive cost of living increases that raise their salaries above $29,590.
The federal government has also moved to eliminate surtaxes. The general surtax, equal to three percent of income tax payable, was abolished as of Janu- 43 The distributive effect of this tax cut is plainly regressive: It provides savings that rise with a taxpayer's income. Even more regressive is the elimination of the five percent higher income surtax, proposed in the 2000 budget, which will reduce taxes exclusively for those earning over about $65,000, the overwhelming majority of whom are men. 44 Perhaps the most regressive federal tax cuts to date, however, are the concessions announced in the 2000 budget for those who receive capital gains, essentially the profits earned when capital property-such as real estate or shares-appreciates in value over its original cost to the owner. Most capital gains are received by a tiny group of very high-income taxpayers. Data from 1996 show that 57.3% of capital gains on corporate shares, and 63.2% of capital gains on all types of property, were reported by the 1.6% of taxpayers who had incomes of $100,000 or more. 45 As Table 1 indicates, less than eighteen percent of this elite group are women. It is not surprising, then, that in 1996 men reported more than twice the amount of aggregate capital gains as women. 46 Certainly some lower and middle income taxpayers receive capital gains and will benefit to some extent from the capital gains tax cuts in the 2000 budget. The statistics indicate, however, that they will benefit far less than high income taxpayers. Only about five percent of those earning $40,000 or less reported any capital gains at all in 1996, compared to almost forty percent of those earning $100,000 or more. 47 Among those who earned no more than $20,000 in 1996, a group that was mostly female and comprised 52.4% of all tax filers that year, fewer than four percent reported any capital gains at all, and in total, they received only 5.2% of the total capital gains reported. 48 The class and gender regressivity of the federal tax cut plan is moderated slightly by the decision to increase the basic personal exemption from $7,131 to at least $8,000 within five years. 49 This change will provide a federal tax cut of $148 to every individual who earns $8,000 or more. The incidence of this measure is progressive in that the $148 tax saving represents a larger proportion of income for those in the lower brackets. However, it must be noted that in terms of dollar amounts the elimination of surtaxes is potentially far more valuable on an individual level. This is because the maximum benefit of increasing the basic personal exemption is $148 for all taxpayers, while the dollar value of removing the three percent and five percent surtaxes rises indefinitely with a taxpayer's income. Thus, two people with $20,000 and $100,000 of income, respectively, will each save $148 in federal tax due to the higher personal amount, whereas 43 . See ITA, R.S.C., ch. 1, 5th Supp., § 180.1(a) (1985) (Can.). 44. See id. The 5% surtax applies to federal tax payable in excess of $12,500. According to the 2000 federal budget, it is to be eliminated gradually over a five-year period.
45 50. The tax savings from eliminating the surtaxes have been estimated using the proposed new brackets and rate structure under the 2000 federal budget, and assume that each taxpayer is entitled to claim only the basic personal credit. See CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY, supra note 41, at 88.
The federal rates do not tell the full story, as the provinces also levy personal income taxes computed as a percentage of an individual's federal tax payable. 51 Provincial governments have led the way in cutting taxes in Canada. This article focuses on Ontario and Alberta, the two most aggressive tax-cutting jurisdictions in the country. Ontario is an excellent case study, not only because the Conservative government has defined itself around the issue of reducing taxes, but also because it started cutting earlier than other provinces so that it is possible to observe some actual impacts. Between 1996 and 2000, Ontario's personal income tax rate was reduced by about one-third, from 58% to 38.5%.
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The rate reduction is the same for all taxpayers, but because provincial tax was computed as a percentage of federal tax, which is in turn based on progressive marginal rates, the benefits of the Ontario rate reduction rise with income. 53 Notably, the tax cuts in Ontario have not translated into smaller government. On the contrary, the government's own statistics show that total revenue as a share of Gross Domestic Product ("GDP") is set to increase slightly from fifteen percent in 1995, the year the Conservatives were first elected, to 15.3% in 1999-2000. 54 What has changed, however, is the composition of the revenue stream. Whereas personal income taxes comprised 31.6% of provincial revenues in the 1995-96 fiscal year, that figure was projected to fall to twenty-seven percent in 1999-2000. 55 The province now draws a larger share of its revenue from sources that have a less progressive or even regressive incidence, such as retail sales taxes (up from 19.1% to 20.8% of total revenue), corporations tax (10.5 to 13.4%), and casino revenues (.85% to 1.71%).
56 It has also relied more heavily on sales and rentals of government assets, a category that represented one percent of total revenue in 1995-96 and was projected to rise to 3.83% in 1999-2000. 57 Thus, Ontario has undercut the redistributive capacity of its tax system both by giving the biggest income tax cuts to higher income earners and by changing the fiscal mix so that government relies more heavily on nonprogressive sources of revenue.
The Ontario experience with tax cutting shows clearly that privatization is less a matter of deregulation than a new regulatory project to produce a more market-oriented society. While the provincial government is not occupying any less space in the private economy, it now does less to redistribute and more to 51. All provinces except Quebec have entered tax collection agreements under which the federal government administers the provincial tax on condition that it is expressed simply as a flat percentage of federal tax payable. That is, the provinces simply adopt the tax base as defined by the federal ITA. The tax collection agreements are soon to be amended to allow the provinces to impose tax as a percentage of federally defined taxable income, giving them greater control over the rate structure and credits under the provincial income tax system. Again, to the extent that women are concentrated in lower income brackets, this shift will tend to exacerbate both class and gender economic inequalities.
The province of Alberta is undertaking even more dramatic reforms to its income tax rate structure. It will divorce itself from federal progressive rates and instead impose a flat rate of 10.5% on the taxable income of provincial residents, 59 a change that will deliver the greatest tax relief to those with high incomes. Alberta's proposal represents a historic moment in Canadian fiscal history. Income taxes have been synonymous with graduated rates since the early twentieth century, when they were first enacted federally. 60 The explicit rejection of this system in Alberta in favour of a proportional rate suggests an important shift toward greater acceptance of market outcomes as just and efficient, as well as a lesser commitment to the state as a moderating influence on social inequalities. This faith in the market as an ordering mechanism was evident in Alberta Treasurer Stockwell Day's remarks upon introducing the flat tax, that "[t]he single rate makes the system fair for everyone and eliminates the disincentive to earn more and work harder." 61 Echoing these themes, Day's successor, Treasurer Steve West, claimed that "Alberta's amended personal tax system will have a great impact on the economy, creating 30,000 jobs within the next five years and increasing GDP growth by nearly $2 billion, or 1.5%." 62 Importantly, Alberta's scheme does not completely abandon the idea of ability to pay as a criterion for determining relative tax burdens. At the same time that it moves to a flat rate, the province has also announced that it will increase its basic personal exemption amount to $12,900, more than sixty percent higher than the $8,000 being proposed federally. 63 In effect, this means that the Alberta system will still have two rates: zero on income up to $12,900, and 10.5% on any excess. Increasing the basic personal exemption benefits all those with taxable income, including the most affluent, but it enhances progressivity because it delivers greater proportional tax relief to lower-income individuals. It is also probably the least male-biased method of delivering general income tax relief because women are overrepresented among low-income earners.
In evaluating the merits of this strategy, however, it is important not to lose sight of the larger impact of tax cuts. Any form of income tax cut, no matter how progressively it is designed, may erode government revenues. To the extent that governments replace those revenues through regressive levies such as user fees or sales taxes, they may simply recover the money from the same people in a different form. Alternatively, the government may respond to a revenue loss by cutting transfer payments or public services that are of greatest value to the poorest people. As many researchers have pointed out, the withdrawal of public health, education, and social services has an especially harsh effect on women, as public sector employees, as consumers of welfare state services, and as caregivers whose unpaid labour is increasingly called upon to ensure that the needs of the elderly, children, the ill, and the disabled continue to be met despite declining public programs. 64 To put the point concretely, a single mother earning $30,000 may benefit from an income tax cut, but she may find that her take home pay is simultaneously eroded by new or higher fees in the public health care or school systems, or for her children's daycare or recreational activities. She may also have to miss work to take care of a sick relative who is sent home early from hospital, or may worry that her children do not have access to the same quality of education as others, or that she may lose her job in the public sector. Tax cuts, even those targeted to lower income earners, must be examined as part of a total package of neoliberal fiscal policies that has troubling implications for social inequality.
Adding to the downward pressure on income taxes are the tax referendum laws introduced recently by some provinces, including Ontario. 65 Unlike the United States or Switzerland, for example, Canada does not have a strong tradition of direct voting on political questions. However, one of the most striking developments in Canadian politics since the 1980s is the sudden enthrallment with referenda and other forms of "direct" or "participatory" democracy. Taxation has become one of the main lightning rods for this populist sentiment. Three provinces so far have tabled legislation that would prohibit their governments from raising tax rates unless they first receive approval in a referendum. 66 The creation of extra-legislative controls on taxation is unprecedented in Canada. Indeed, fiscal policymaking has been more tightly controlled by the executive branch of government than almost any other area of policy. The appearance of tax referendum laws suggests a dramatic surge of public hostility toward taxation, and it seems likely that they will operate at least as a political disincentive to any government thinking about reversing the income tax cuts of recent years. The notion that tax referenda will enhance the level of democracy in Canada is highly simplistic. It does not address the many criticisms of referenda identified by political theorists, including their propensity to completely override minority interests and their failure to secure meaningful consent from groups that are disadvantaged in deliberative politics. 67 The U.S. experience with fiscal populism certainly shows that direct democracy mechanisms are just as susceptible as elections to manipulation and domination by powerful and well-organized lobby groups. 68 It is especially troubling that these laws single out tax increases as the one fiscal policy decision that citizens must be able to veto directly. Ironically, they seek to enhance democracy by curtailing the power of the state, the only institution that can counter the undemocratic exercise of private power in markets. Likewise, they conceive of the taxpayer, the owner of market resources, as the only citizen who deserves a greater voice in government. The laws allow for no public veto of government-imposed user fees or spending cuts, for example, measures that typically impose the greatest burden on those who have low incomes or rely relatively more on public services. The privileging of taxation as the defining or most onerous element of the state-society relation reveals the deeply gendered nature of market citizenship. It obscures entirely the role of women's unpaid work in meeting social welfare needs and propping up an ailing public sector. This unpaid work has itself been likened to a tax that women must pay before they are free to engage in incomeearning activities in the market. 69 The new referendum laws obscure this implicit tax from view because they associate citizenship rights only with the control of market income. 70 The entire agenda of tax cutting coheres well with the new norms of market citizenship, emphasizing the power to express preferences and exercise private property rights in the marketplace over the power to hold governments politically accountable for the quality or accessibility of public services. This is strongly evident in the remarks of the Ontario legislative committee that recommended a tax referendum law for the province: "Taxes bind citizens economically, and . . . the level of taxation is fundamental to both the health of the economy . . . and to the economic well being of the individual. If citizens are going to be bound in such a fundamental way, they must have a voice." 71 While market citizenship is presented as gender-neutral and universally accessible to all those prepared to work in the private economy, it is important to ask who will actually enjoy the benefits of any increased consumption and investment power generated by income tax cuts. I have argued in this section that groups who remain marginalized in markets, including women, are likely to be further disempowered by the overall effects of tax cuts, even if they do receive a small reduction in their tax bills.
B. Tax Relief for Unpaid Caregiving Work: Family Values and Feminist Strategies
Neoliberal policies that conceive of individuals as self-reliant and atomistic are backed by an assumption, whether stated or not, that individuals live in supportive families. Behind each ideal market citizen is assumed to stand a family that will facilitate market access (by providing childcare and other services) and provide back-up resources when market income is not available. Increasingly, state policies are demanding, explicitly or implicitly, that people turn first to family to meet their social welfare needs before they seek assistance from government. In practice, this means relying on women family members, both as primary caregivers who cushion the impact of declining public services and as wage earners who shore up household finances. It also means relying on poorly paid domestic labour, often provided by immigrant women and women of colour, without the labour law protections afforded to other workers. Women and men who achieve success in the market do so in part by exploiting the labour of women of colour. 72 The tax system is now being drawn into the emerging debate in Canada over how to address women's tightening double bind of paid and unpaid work, generating a rash of recent proposals, discussed infra, to give tax relief for caregiving work provided within families. I argue that these proposals are not well designed to improve women's economic equality. While a higher visibility for women's unpaid labour is welcome, the tax reforms being suggested do little more than legitimate the reprivatization of social welfare costs onto families.
It is important to appreciate that recent efforts to use the tax system to value women's unpaid work have been shaped not only by neoliberalism but also by two other, very distinct political forces: the morally conservative "family values" movement 73 and feminist organizations.
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An international feminist campaign on unpaid work has gathered momentum in recent decades to respond to neoliberal budget cuts "which simply transfer costs from the public sector service economy where they do show up in the national accounts to the care economy where they do not . . . ." 75 In response to this campaign, governments of many countries, including Canada, have made promises not only to measure the value of unpaid work, but to use this data in public policy formation to improve women's economic equality.
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At the same time, a morally conservative strain within the new right has begun using the language of valuing women's unpaid work to protest the decline of the traditional male breadwinner model of the family and to advocate policies that will encourage more women to forego paid work in favour of full-time caregiving. The following remarks from one Member of Parliament identified with the family values movement illustrates how feminist discourses about caregiving are being appropriated, while at the same time, feminists are held responsible for devaluing women's unpaid work:
The gravest social injustice of all time has to be the abandonment of the stay-at-home mother. Managing the family home and caring for our children was and continues to be the most important job in the world. It is an honourable profession which has been discouraged by those who are advocating for women who choose to work outside of the home.
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Recent tax proposals relating to unpaid work thus reflect an uneasy mixture of neoliberal, feminist, and moral conservative ideas in current policy debate.
First on the table was the announcement in 1998 of a new caregiver tax credit aimed at those who have an elderly or infirm relative living in their home. The credit reduces tax liability by a maximum of $400 per annum for taxpayers residing with an adult relative who fits into one of two categories: (1) a parent or grandparent who is age 65 or older or (2) a relative who is dependent on the taxpayer because of a physical or mental infirmity. 78 The government has presented the caregiver credit as a means of delivering on its commitment to value women's unpaid work. 79 For a number of reasons, however, it does this extremely poorly. The trivial amount of the credit obviously makes it no more (1985) , amended by R.S.C. ch. 22 § 31(2) (1999) (Can.). For the purposes of the credit, an adult relative includes any person who is at least 18 years old and who is a child, grandchild, parent, grandparent, brother, sister, aunt, uncle, nephew or niece of the taxpayer. The legislation attempts to limit the credit to situations where the relative is financially dependent. The maximum credit is reduced if the relative's income exceeds $11,500 and is lost entirely if he or she has $13,853 or more income in the year.
79. than a token gesture toward caregivers, not even approaching the actual value of the work provided. As such, it implicitly requires the input of large amounts of unpaid labour. Moreover, in many situations it will provide no benefit to the caregiver directly but will instead be claimed by a man on the basis of his female partner's caregiving work. This is because the credit is non-refundable, so that it can benefit only an individual with sufficient tax liability to absorb it, and can be claimed by any member of the household, whether they actually did any caregiving work for the aged or infirm relative. Households in which all members have very low incomes, or receive only non-taxable forms of income such as social assistance, will gain nothing from the caregiver credit. That the government made any budgetary decision with women's unpaid work in mind indicates that feminists have made some progress in raising political awareness of the gender impact of privatizing responsibility for human welfare. However, as currently designed, the new credit provides little direct recognition for caregivers' work, nor does it significantly increase their access to independent resources. Instead, it relies on the traditional reasoning that primary caregivers will be looked after privately by male breadwinners and legitimizes policymakers' assumptions that public healthcare, elder-care, and other services can be replaced by women's unpaid work.
A variety of other tax proposals relating to families and caregiving are circulating, though only the caregiver credit has been legislated. Most of these have been championed by conservative family values groups who assert that "tax discrimination" against single-earner couples is penalizing parents who choose to have one spouse provide full-time care for children at home. 80 Because Canada's income tax is based on an individual unit of taxation, it is true that a family breadwinner with an income of $60,000, for example, will generally be taxed more heavily under progressive rates than if both spouses were employed with salaries of $30,000 each. The child-care expense deduction may widen this differential, as one member of the two-earner couple can deduct up to $7,000 per annum per child for daycare or other child care costs that enable the taxpayer to engage in certain income-earning or educational activities. 81 The superficial logic of the tax discrimination charge is misleading in several ways. It is mathematically misleading because it compares only the income tax burden and not the full living costs of the one-earner and two-earner couple. The child care expense deduction, for example, typically compensates for well under half of the real cost of full-time child care. Once the full expenses of having two parents in the paid work force are factored in (including child care, transportation, clothing, payroll taxes), in most cases they will have less take-home pay than the one-earner couple, despite bearing a lesser income tax burden. 82 The complaint of tax discrimination also ignores the compelling policy reasons for choosing an individual unit of taxation, including the basic principle that a person should be taxed only on income that he or she controls, and the need to avoid the high marginal tax rate that is imposed on secondary (usually women's) earnings if the income of spouses is aggregated on a single return. 83 Despite the weakness of their basic premise and their obvious negativism toward mothers who work for pay, moral conservatives have succeeded in attracting a great deal of attention to several proposals designed to reduce the tax burden on traditional-looking one-earner families with children. One of their most popular ideas is to extend the deduction for child-care expenses to families with a stay-at-home parent, to "end the discrimination against parents who provide child care at home." 84 Another popular idea is to allow breadwinners to split their income with a dependent spouse for tax purposes. This could be done by introducing joint filing, or less radically by allowing a breadwinner to transfer a limited amount of income to a caregiver spouse, which would then be deducted from his return and added to hers. 85 Other countries, including the United States and Australia, have seen similar campaigns for tax reform to promote a morally conservative vision of family. 86 These proposals are blatantly problematic for women's equality as they seek quite openly to revive stereotypical gender role assignments and to reserve control over market income to the breadwinner spouse. All are designed carefully to give tax benefits to breadwinners, leaving them to share the additional resources as they please (or not) with their dependent spouse. Moreover, they would deliver the greatest benefits to high-income breadwinners and are usually framed to exclude nonnormative families, such as single mothers or gay and lesbian couples. Therefore, though sometimes presented as a means of valuing women's unpaid work, moral conservatives apparently view this work as valuable only when it is provided within a two-parent heterosexual family to the exclusion of any market work by the primary caregiver. The fact that wage-earning women generally perform a second shift of caregiving work when they get home is completely disregarded. In addition to advancing conservative family values, these proposals also tend to support neoliberal efforts to privatize social welfare costs to families by emphasizing women's caregiving responsibilities. Feminists need to intervene in these tax policy debates to ensure that the principle of valuing women's caregiving work is not appropriated for agendas that are less concerned with gender equality than with reducing social welfare expenditures or resisting women's entry into markets.
IV CONCLUSION
This article has provided some examples of how tax law is being used in Canada to produce a shift away from social citizenship toward a market model of citizenship that stresses private responsibility for human welfare. Implementing this shift requires the state to strengthen economic incentives and cultural pressures for self-reliance, and tax policy is proving to be an attractive medium for advancing these imperatives. The intensity of tax-reform debates and the wide range of views as to how exactly taxes should be cut and for which individuals and families illustrates that privatization is not just a matter of deregulation but of active reregulation. Distributive inequalities produced by markets and families are labeled private-placing them beyond political contestation-but are nonetheless the product of state initiatives in the tax field and elsewhere.
The gendered dimensions of privatization are evident in the pressures on women to be self-reliant market actors, while also compromising their own market access in order to take care of others. To echo Joan C. Williams, "our system provides care for children [and others] by economically marginalizing their caregivers." 87 The tax reform proposals examined in this article, both for personal income tax cuts and for tax relief related to unpaid caregiving work, demonstrate how the transfer of welfare costs to markets and families may simply deepen these gendered economic inequalities, while at the same time immunizing them from political challenges. Most of the reforms that have been implemented or proposed so far would confer the greatest benefits on one group, comprised mostly but not exclusively of white men who are high-income earners, especially those with a stay-at-home spouse. Increasingly, Canadian tax policy looks to reward these successful market citizens, whose economic power and autonomy is conditioned in large part upon the provision of unpaid or low paid caregiving services by women family members or domestic workers. 
